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PROCEEDINGS

MR. HOLMES: Good afternoon, and welcome to the
public hearing for the active disposal site gas monitoring
and control regulations. My name is Bob Holmes. 1"m the
Regulations Coordinator for the Permitting and Enforcement
Division.

The general purpose of these regulations is to
make applicable the requirements that currently apply to
closed sites, make those requirements to active sites. So
we currently have standards for closed sites gas
monitoring control, and we"d like to make those same
requirements applicable to active disposal sites.

This is a public hearing under the Administrative
Procedures Act, so we"re following the requirements of the
Administrative Procedures Act for the public hearing. It
is essentially a continuation of the 45-day public comment
period for the purpose of receiving written and oral
comment. So If you have written comments that you
submitted either already during the 45-day public comment
period or that you“ve handed to staff today, it"s not
necessary for you to repeat those comments before us today
into the microphone. We are already obligated to respond
to those comments either by changing the text of the
regulations or explaining why we"re not going to change

the text of the regulations based on your comments.
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1 There is a sign-in sheet in the back of the room

2 separate from one you may have signed this morning for the

3 P&E Committee. Please sign in there.
4 If you do have comments this afternoon, we ask
5 +that you come up and speak into the microphone for a

6 number of reasons. One is that we do have a transcriber

7 who is listening intently, and she can hear you better if

8 vyou speak into the microphone. Also, this is being
9 broadcast on the web. So it only picks it up if you are
10 speaking into the microphone.
11 We do have staff here, development staff on the
12 regulations who can answer questions for purposes of

13 clarity, but we"re not here to respond directly to your
14 comments today. They"ll be included in the packet of
15 comments that we received combined with the 45-day

16 comments and responded to in the Final Statement of

17 Reasons for the regs.

18 With that, if you don"t already know, Development

19 staff consists of John Bell and Mike Wochnick. And Legal

20 Counsel staff is Michael Bledsoe.

21 Okay. With that, we"ll open up the public

22 hearing.

23 MR. ACOSTA: Good afternoon. My name is Glenn
24 Acosta, and I"m with L.A. County Sanitation Districts.

25 And first of all, 1°d like to start off by
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1 commending staff in holding the public hearing. 1 think

2 1t"s beneficial to take stakeholder input so that in the

3 end you can come out with cost effective environmental

4 protection.

5 We were one of the signatories to a comment

6 letter in which the major waste management public agencies
7 1n southern California and also major private operators in
8 the state wrote for this proposed reg. And so we"re not

9 alone In my position here.
10 The reason that 1"m here is to talk about the
11  Ffirst point that"s brought up in the comment letter which
12 deals with the property boundary and the new term that"s
13 being proposed which is called disposal site permitted

14 facility boundary. And the reason why it"s important to
15 wus is because according to staff Is that easements are not
16 considered part of the facility.

17 Now, why is this iImportant to us? The reason is
18 because we have iIn the case of one landfill an

19 environmental control system on one of our easements not
20 only to protect ground water but also to monitor gas
21 migration. Why do we have the environmental control
22 system on those easements? Well, the Calabasas Landfill
23 has been iIn operation for decades, actually prior to most
24 1f not all the environmental regulations that are

25 currently here today. And so when you start complying
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with the new regulations particularly on gas control, you
have to consider the topography, the configuration of a
landfill, and the refuse footprint. At a couple of the
points in the landfill, the refuse comes up against the
property boundary. So it"s physically impossible to put
boundary probes at those points because the refuse is
right there. So consequently we secured easements to put
the boundary probes as well as the ground water protection
systems.

From my discussion with staff, 1If easements are
not allowed for compliance purposes, these probes can no
longer be used for reporting purposes or compliance with
the new standard. And that®"s of great concern to us
because we have these systems iIn place that are working
and these probes that are on the easements were actually
in the RDS1 that we put together which is part of the
facilities permit and was approved back in 2002 and got
Board concurrence later in 2000. And so we feel that they
should be included in this definition of facility.

Additionally, if you look at the federal
regulations and the definition of facility, it allows for
pertinences. And if you look up the definition of
pertinences, it includes easements and right-of-ways. Now
in our discussion with staff, there were a couple of

things that were tossed around as potential solutions
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which we didn*"t really find practical.

One proposed

solution was to excavate the refuse and backfill the soil

SO you can put a new monitoring well in there. Well, that

is problematic on many levels. One is you would be

exposing nearby residents to undue public harm and public

health issues. Secondly, that portion of the landfill way

back when took In some co-disposal, and so you would also

be adding that element of public exposure. And third, by

act of Congress, the landfill is included within the

National Park Service jurisdiction.

So even i1Ff you got through those two things, it

is very doubtful that the National Park Service would

allow such excavation. So we"re hoping that we can come

to a workable solution with staff. And 1 think the last

reg packages that have come through have been very

collaborative with stakeholders and we"re hoping that same

atmosphere continues here so we can indeed come up with a

workable solution for all of us. Thank you very much.

MR. WOCHNICK: Anyone else?

MR. HOLMES: Any other commentors wishing to

speak? Okay.

BOARD MEMBER MULE: What"s the time line?

MR. HOLMES: The time line, this will conclude

the public comment period. So staff will take a look at

the comments. And we are scheduled to come back in
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6
1 February now; is that correct? We"ll come back to the P&E
2 Committee in February with either a request for an
3 additional 15 day or consideration of adoption.
4 Okay. That concludes the public hearing. Thank
5 you.
6 (Thereupon the California Integrated Waste
7 Management Board public hearing adjourned

8 at 1:01 p-m.)
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